approaches to the Greek world 10 -is that of the continuum of statuses: "All men, unless they are Robinson Crusoes, are bundles of claims, privileges, immunities, liabilities and obligations with respect to others. A man's status is defined by the total of these elements which he possesses or which he has (or has not) the potential of acquiring. ... [I]t is not a matter of one man having one more privilege or one more liability than another. Rather it is a matter of location on a spectrum or continuum of status." 11 Finley went on to propose "a typology of rights and duties," a paradoxically achronic endeavor, followed by a conclusion arguing that the evolution of these statuses eventually led to a crystallization into two primary personal conditions-the slave and the freeman-in both Classical Athens and Rome. Even if one accepts that "the metaphor of a continuum breaks down" 12 for Athenian Classicism, confined as it is to the fifth century BCE, what happened in the Hellenistic cities of Greece between the end of the fourth and the first century BCE, which are barely explored by Finley? 13 These cities are known first and foremost through a specific kind of source: inscriptions, the often normative documents that were created in soaring numbers during this period. It is for this reason that they are almost exclusively the preserve of epigraphists. Classical Athens might be a common object of study, but anthropologists are interested in a city that is more Archaic or Classical and, well, Attic, while epigraphists, generally legal historians despite themselves, 14 are more concerned 10 . With the exception of Deborah Kamen, Status in Classical Athens (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2013). 11. Finley, Economy and Society, 131. Duplouy cites the term "continuum" in Le prestige des élites, 258. However, he uses the notion of status in a social rather than a legal sense, whereas in 1964 Finley was still using it in the strict sense. 12. Finley, Economy and Society, 132.
For Finley circa
The Ancient Economy, only the Classical Greek city-essentially Athens-seems to have had real importance before the Roman Empire. Even though this work was a panorama covering 1,500 years of history (pp. 29 and 58), only rare examples are drawn from the Hellenistic period, such as the Delian leases (pp. or what he calls the "credit crisis" at Ephesus at the beginning of the third century BCE (p. 143). Finley's lack of knowledge about the epigraphic richness of the Aegean basin is striking when, in discussing the honors granted to benefactors, he mentions "the numerous brief epigraphical texts at our disposal" (p. 164)-a considerable error even in 1973. In his book on the horoi or "hypothecation-markers" used to mark lands placed in security, the author hardly ventured beyond the beginning of the second century BCE. See with a Hellenistic, democratic, 15 and increasingly multiple city. 16 This article takes up the challenge of breaking away from this traditional division in order to reconstruct the notion of civic "participation" in a different way, without relying on the purely descriptive lens of institutional categories. 17 Is it possible to consider both status and performance together when analyzing the civic societies of post-Classical Greece? In what follows, I shall first revisit how historians of institutions, in the long nineteenth-century tradition of the Griechische Staatskunde, 18 formulated the notion of "participation" based on a famous passage from Aristotle's Politics. I shall then explore the pertinence of Finley's concept of a spectrum of statuses by examining the privileges granted to foreigners in the honorific decrees voted by cities during the Hellenistic period. Beck, 1975) . Sympoliteia was the merging of two or more civic bodies, which led to the creation of a shared citizenship. It was therefore simultaneously connected to federalism and the absorption of one or more cities by another larger one: Gary Reger, "Sympoliteiai in Hellenistic Asia Minor," in The GrecoRoman East: Politics, Culture, Society, ed. Stephen Colvin (New York: Cambridge Univerhere is to highlight the assumptions that have underpinned the conception of the Greek politeia, in the sense of citizenship, within the work of the epigraphic school of the French tradition for more than fifty years.
While this school acknowledges Louis Robert as its ktistēs, or founding father, it fell to Philippe Gauthier to systematize his predecessor's thinking and to develop reflections that have often been accepted as unsurpassable achievements from the viewpoint of cumulative science. In addition to broaching specialized subjects such as the relations between foreigners and the justice system or euergetism, 20 Gauthier expressed his conception of the Greek politeia across a series of three articles, one of which, dated 1979, is still striking today for its virulence. 21 This text was a review of Claude Nicolet's recently published The World of the Citizen in Republican Rome (1976) , in which Nicolet set out to show that the life of a conscientious Roman citizen was filled with political obligations extending beyond the question of the nature of the political regime: "A Roman citizen who wanted to play a full and effective part in political life would be summoned at least twenty times a year for operations which might last altogether forty or sixty days ... . It is hardly an exaggeration to say that being a citizen was a full-time profession."
22 Nicolet thus emphasized the fact that the Roman citizen fulfilled a political "function" without being content to benefit from a "status" understood as a series of civil rights, as Adrian Sherwin-White had previously proposed.
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Little did it matter whether Nicolet was right or wrong, or whether he later partially reconsidered his positions 24 ; what mattered was that he had provided a starting point for Gauthier's thinking, even if its main premises had been germinating before this date. Gauthier strongly criticized Nicolet's method, which he faulted for its naïve confidence in Greek or Hellenized authors on the question of ciuitas (Polybius was apparently a "great mystifier" 25 because of the confusion he created between the Roman city and the Greek city). Following on from these criticisms, Gauthier in a way turned Nicolet's argument on its head in order to go back to the concepts developed by Sherwin-White. Accordingly, Romans were said to have benefitted from the privileges of a status, whereas Greeks had a politeia-function pertaining to communal life or koinōnia, meaning "living together." For Gauthier, this distinction between "status" and "function" also incorporated a second distinction between civil rights and political rights, the former consisting of a series of significant privileges (the right to engage in commerce, the right to intermarriage, etc.) 26 -especially after the end of the tax obligation in 167 BCE, when Roman citizens stopped paying the tributum. 27 Finally, these two dialectic couplings refer to a third one that synthesizes them and more broadly opposes integration and participation. For Gauthier, the Roman city was, at least from the third century BCE, based on structures of integration: for him, the structural elements of Roman political life (for example, the thirty-five tribes) formed simple subdivisions of the civic body. The structural elements of the Greek city, however, (phratries or dēmes, among others) were "the living cells of the political organism" 28 and hence structures of participation.
Thus, the Romans granted ciuitas widely because it was a status, whereas the Greeks bestowed politeia sparingly because it primarily implied political participation. This was the basis for Gauthier's notion that there was no Roman "generosity" that could be contrasted with Greek "avarice" (to take up the famous title of one of his articles). For him, the Ancients themselves were mistaken, including in the famous speech where Emperor Claudius contrasted the blindness of the Athenians and Lacedaemonians-who dismissed their defeated enemies as foreigners (victos pro alienigenis arcebant)-with the Romans' great success, which lay precisely in their consenting to open up citizenship to others. 29 In fact, according to Gauthier, the different natures of ciuitas and politeia prevented any comparison between the two. However, such a notion limits and constricts both the Roman ciuitas and the Greek politeia, taking political substance away from the former and minimizing the latter's capacity to allow for rights related to various domains of civic activity.
This 33 stating that the status of politēs is acquired by kinship-namely via a double paternal and maternal ancestry, with both parents required to be of citizen stock. 34 This passage has been the subject of numerous commentaries that have generally endeavored to describe its normative character, 35 whether this norm stems from theory (gnōsis/theōria) or practice (chrēsis/empeiria). 36 Nevertheless, it is worth briefly returning to the first part of the definition: what the citizen does.
The first conclusion that can be drawn from the passage is that the politēs is very difficult to describe, 37 not only because its definition varied according to the political regime (democracy, oligarchy, etc.) but also and especially because citizens shared essential rights with other statutory categories. Aristotle therefore gives a definition of the citizen that is primarily negative, and notably eliminates anything connected to residence (oikēsis)-which citizens shared with resident aliens (metoikoi, or metics) and even slaves-and access to courts as a defendant or claimant, which the politēs shared with the same metics in instances when judiciary agreements (symbola) 38 existed between his city and theirs. Aristotle also excludes children and the elderly from his definition on the grounds that the former are imperfect citizens (ateleis) and the latter citizens in decline (parēkmakotes). Moreover, without giving a specific reason, he also proposes setting aside those granted citizenship by the city (poiētoi politai), 39 foreigners to whom the city granted politeia by decree in a series of honors would not be considered a part of this last category, as proven by Aristotle's subsequent reasoning, which provides a logical explanation. Since the second criterion in the definition of citizen is linked to birth, the poiētoi politai were in fact freemen with imperfect ancestry: he later specifies that, in certain cities, not only was the "son of a citizen-mother" made a citizen, but illegitimate children (nothoi) were too. Aristotle's reasoning thus blends the functional criterion of citizenship (through activities) with that of birth, without notifying his reader. 40 In doing so, he excludes "naturalized" foreigners with no family connections in their host city without even discussing their case.
A second conclusion is that although this negative definition is firstly a rhetorical construction using deduction to show who is at the top of the pyramid, it is also more than that. 41 Aristotle is in fact trying to establish a definition of the citizen haplōs 42 or "in the absolute sense" by preserving what might be called "the smallest common denominator" between citizens of the same community on the one hand and the constitutions of different cities on the other. This conclusion is important because it has widely influenced the thinking of modern historians on the content of the Greek politeia. According to Aristotle, the central activity of the politēs lay in the metechein, the dual participation in the krisis (ability to judge in the courts) and the archē (the function of magistrate in its broadest sense, including participation in the Assembly and the Council): "A citizen pure and simple is defined by nothing else so much as by the right to participate (metechein) in judicial functions (krisis) and in office (archē)." 43 This definition reappears on numerous occasions in the text.
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In contrast to certain modern interpretations such as that of David Whitehead, 45 Aristotle's use of the word timai as a general term for the things that the citizen participates in 46 should be understood in the narrow sense of "public office"-encompassing everything relating to deliberative and judicial authority without referring to the 40. Aristotle, Politics 3.1278a26-29. 41. On the semantics employed in this construction of the citizen, see Josine Blok's ongoing work, which deconstructs the Greek politeia (in Aristotle) by carefully distinguishing levels of participation (and by integrating female citizens). While awaiting the forthcoming release of her book Citizenship, Cult and Community (to be published by Cambridge University Press), see Josine Blok, "Becoming Citizens: Some Notes on the Semantics of 'Citizen' in Archaic Greece and Classical Athens," Klio 87, no. 1 (2005): 7-40. 42. Aristotle, Politics 3.1275a22. 43. Ibid. 44. For example, see Aristotle, Politics 3.1275b18-19: xousía κoinwneĩn rch ς bouleutiκ h ς h κritiκ h ς, or "the right to participate in deliberative or judicial office." Here, the word "archē" is used in the distributive sense and not to refer to the sole power of the magistrate. 45. Whitehead, "Norms of Citizenship," 139-40. 46. Aristotle, Politics 3.1278a35-36: ϕanerò n κ toú twn, κaì ti légetai má lista políthς o › metécωn t n tim n, " ... a citizen in the fullest sense means the man who shares in public office" (and not "in honours" as indicated in Rackham's English translation).
entirety of the privileges that make up citizen status-otherwise Aristotle would contradict the restrictive definition that he gave at the outset. Moreover, the philosopher clarifies his thinking when he later writes that "by timai we mean public offices" 47 and notes that those excluded from them are "like metics," 48 which would not make sense if timai did not signify political privileges.
What Aristotle is seeking to set out in the "functional" portion of his definition is thus the specific, and not the entire, means of action that the citizen has at his disposal. The result is a willfully restricted definition, which Aristotle fully recognizes. Not only does this definition apply especially to democratic political regimes, as he emphasizes, 49 it also ignores an entire series of components that modern historians have in turn minimized in their desire to invest the politeia with primarily "political" content. Here one comes back to the definition offered by Gauthier (among others), setting aside everything that does not appear to be part of the very nature of Greek citizenship itself; in other words, everything that tends to be anachronistically called "civil rights," conversely supposed to be the heart of the Roman ciuitas. Symmetrically, the importance of the Greek citizen's political rights lies behind the idea that Athenian metics-as Whitehead wrote in his seminal study of this category-were not "quasi-citizens," but in fact "anti-citizens" because they had access to neither the krisis nor the archē.
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End of a Decline, the City as an Entre-Soi In Gauthier's line of thinking, the importance of political rights in the definition of politeia goes hand in hand with the suggestion that "the Greek city did not die at Chaeronea," one of the most justified and sound commonplaces of the French epigraphic tradition. 51 In fact, if it can be demonstrated that the Aristotelian metechein-or participation-in a city continued to function in a wholly satisfactory way, then it could also be said that the city was bursting with vitality, rather than being an organism in decline. The ongoing analysis of all facets of metechein thus led to the construction and crystallization (if not the reification) of the idea of 47. Aristotle, Politics 3.1281a31: timàς légomen ei nai tàς a rcá ς [translation modified]. It seems to me that despite the function of attribute carried by the word timàς , which could imply that "[the] offices are honours," here it is more a matter of an equivalence between the two terms than an inclusion of the second term in the larger sphere of the first. 48. "A native not admitted to a share in the public timai is like a metic. " 54 However, he does argue that citizens continued to control these notables even then, albeit passively, by granting them their trust and approval: they therefore never entirely lost control of their own institutions.
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The second, and this time negative, corollary of this conception of the politeia, almost exclusively focused on the political activity of the citizen, was the development of the idea of a city in which "everyone was where they belonged," or, if not, then at least of the city as an exclusive community or entre-soi, where those who enjoyed the title of citizen were reluctant to abandon their privileges for the benefit of foreigners except under exceptional circumstances-the opposite, therefore, of the Roman model. This marked a return to the Platonic vision of the ideal city as one without neighbors, like the city of the Magnetes, 56 or to the Aristotelian objective of autarkeia, which was first conceived as political selfsufficiency. 57 The traditional, and even orthodox, conception of the Classical and early Hellenistic city was constantly shaped by this vision of the polis as an island (Plato's Magnesia is an island within another island, Crete). In this city, a phenomenon such as multiple citizenship was unthinkable-absurd, even-only becoming conceivable from the late Hellenistic period on. The conventional interpretation of this period thus becomes one of the depreciation (and therefore, according to a well-known model, the decline) of the politeia-understood here as the access to citizenship, which, in this analysis, was more widely granted to foreigners. The conclusion of a recent volume on the phenomenon of multiple citizenship is representative of this type of reasoning, suggesting that "the concept of multiple citizenship irritates a historian of Archaic and Classical Greece," that during the Hellenistic period such a practice "would assume a complete severing of all ties with the former country," and that "when multiple citizenships did develop, it was in the cities of the Roman period." 59 Aside from the fact that in the case of dual citizenship the break with the city of origin has never been proven (indeed quite the contrary), 60 one can observe how the supposed evolution of the politeia from the late Hellenistic period on was more or less explicitly attributed to a Roman presence in a way that was not really specified. Yet in a doubly paradoxical manner, dual citizenship was not conceivable in Rome before the end of the Republic. Furthermore, the same volume clearly shows that it was certain perfectly Greek practices that laid the groundwork for later developments, 61 especially dual citizenship within Classical and Hellenistic leagues-along the model of Achaia 62 or Boeotia, for example. It must be admitted, once and for all, that the spread of multiple citizenship in the late Hellenistic period depended as much on the other rights originally attached to the status of politēs as on the political content (in the narrow sense) of the politeia. Thus, the Boeotian sympoliteia-the citizenship shared by members of the Boeotian koinon during the early Hellenistic period-was not simply founded on access to political participation at the federal level, but also and primarily on the various rights that members of the cities enjoyed within the confederate space, such as the enktēsis, or the right to acquire a house and/or land. 63 In other words, these civil rights were essential, and Aristotle himself never asserted that they were not part of the definition of the politēs.
The terms of the issue are becoming clear. It is not simply a matter of taking a position within the endless debate between those who believe it is possible to draw parallels between ciuitas and politeia and those who, like Gauthier, reject this idea due to the different natures of each institution. 64 Nor is it a question of challenging the importance of the exercise of political power in the Greek politeia. Rather, what is important is to reestablish the significance of other rights by showing that they in turn established other forms of participation, even if Aristotle reserves the metechein for the krisis and the archē. 65 While the Roman ciuitas also seemed like a profession for Nicolet, the Greek politeia-conversely, one might say-was not only that. It is thus necessary to return to the root of the problem by showing how the existence of personal statuses can be articulated with that of various rights, which, although they were at the very foundation of the politeia, could also exist independently as privileges within a complex system of values, namely the system of honors as practiced by Greek cities. It is here that epigraphic evidence takes on its full significance.
Legal Statuses as the "Infrastructure" of Hellenistic Cities
It is evident that people's status, understood as "a collection of legal arrangements," 66 constituted a cornerstone of ancient Greek civic societies, not only during the 64. Gauthier, "'Générosité' romaine et 'avarice' grecque," 207 (which clearly evokes the terms of this debate). 65. I thus completely agree with what is proposed in Blok, "Becoming Citizens," 8-9. According to the author, "the most common word for 'male citizen' in classical Athens, politês, is often taken to carry generally the meaning of 'a citizen with political power.' The fact that Aristotle in his 'Politics' (1275b12) defines the citizen in precisely this way, has seemed to be a convincing argument for this perception." Through scrupulous terminological analysis, Blok goes on to demonstrate the rich semantic range of politeia, especially for the city's female population. The same dissatisfaction is present in John Archaic and Classical periods 67 but also throughout the Hellenistic period. The sources recognized three general statuses: citizens, foreigners, and slaves, and Aristotle clearly distinguishes between these three categories, even if they share the "right of residence." 68 This foundational tripartition lasted in a clear form at least until the first century BCE, 69 as demonstrated by several inscriptions from the late Hellenistic period, three significant examples of which will be discussed here.
At Delphi, the threefold division continued to be expressed in its strictest form, as demonstrated by an Amphictyonic decree pertaining to the exchange rate for Attic tetradrachms at the end of the second century BCE, which provided for punitive measures "if an inhabitant of the cities, whether a foreigner (xenos), citizen (politēs), or slave (doulos), man (anēr), or woman (gunē), neither accepts nor gives silver money at the stipulated rate." 70 The situation in Asia Minor proved somewhat more complex. In Pergamon in 133 BCE, after Attalus III bequeathed his kingdom to Rome under difficult circumstances, the city effectively "increased the rank" of several groups of people by decree, granting the politeia to those possessing the status of paroikoi (or another equivalent status), and the status of paroikoi to those possessing a status that was servile or of servile origin. 71 This double process of status change was set out as follows: "may the politeia be conferred on the people listed hereafter" and "may the following be transferred to the paroikoi category," with a list of individuals of servile status.
72 Put simply, the term paroikoi-the precise meaning of which is debatable and varied according to the city or context-referred to a free population living within the territory of a polis but deprived of the political rights enjoyed by the politai. Of course, the parameters of this group were not quite the same as those of the group of metoikoi in Classical Athens or other cities during the Hellenistic period 73 insofar as they enjoyed a form of access to ownership in certain locations, 74 but in this inscription they constituted a category of resident aliens. A similar measure was taken at Ephesus in 86/85 BCE during the First Mithridatic War: "The isoteleis, paroikoi, temple dependents, freedmen, foreigners who take up arms and register with officers will all become citizens, with equal and similar rights [by implication to those of citizens by birth]; ... public slaves who take up arms will become free and paroikoi." 75 However, the situation was not simple, since the two cities were dealing with multiple groups and subgroups, generically called genē in the Pergamon inscription (l. 9), in order to describe a particularly heterogeneous population. Pergamon and Ephesus sought, nevertheless, to clarify their statutory makeup by classifying almost all their inhabitants into three large groups, which corresponded on the whole to the three fundamental statuses mentioned above. In other cities, the threefold structure was sometimes less evident, but the process remained clear: only the city could alter the lines, and it rarely did so. The kind of statutory upheaval that took place in 133 and 86 BCE only occurred in exceptional circumstances, recalling the major points of tension in Athenian political life during the Classical period-especially the aftermath of the defeat of Athens in 404, when the metics devoted to the city's cause sought to become citizens under the Thirty Tyrants and then under the democrats after they regained power in 403. Despite Lysias's vibrant advocacy in his speech Against Eratosthenes ( § 20), they were rewarded with great parsimony: the decree of 401/400 BCE in their favor (heavily restored, incidentally) probably did not grant politeia to all of them. 76 Personal status clearly represented what Zurbach calls an "infrastructure" of ancient Greek civic societies, including during the long period between the fourth and first century BCE.
"Timia kai philanthrō pa": Privileges for Foreigners
For all that, one should certainly not be content with a static vision of Hellenistic cities crushed under the weight of legal statuses. To the contrary, it is important to show how they incorporated the notion of social flexibility, thanks to a highly developed system of privileges that was at the very foundation of the euergetic system and which, at least partially, enabled individuals-with the community's consent-to transcend statuses without transgressing them. Privilege can simultaneously be defined as a legal advantage granted to an individual or a category of persons over and above the law and as an element of distinction with respect to a norm. What is significant is that privilege is therefore not a status. Whitehead has shown that the two concepts must be separated with regard to Athenian metics, not only because their situation was in no way a sinecure but also and especially because metic status was not legally granted through an honorific decree rewarding just any passing foreigner for his merits 77 : after a certain period of residence (probably a month), the metoikia was acquired by enrolling in the register for the metoikion (the poll tax paid by foreign residents) held in the dēmes by the demarchs. 78 The oikēsis-the "right of residence"-was thus never part of the privileges granted in honorific decrees, contrary to what Edmond Lévy thought he had established. 79 This assessment perfectly corroborates Aristotle's remarks, cited above, about the oikēsis being common to the three categories of status: what they all shared can under no circumstances be seen as a privilege. 80 The Greeks had a word for these "privileges": philanthrōpa. It was often preceded by timia (honors), as an honorific decree from the small city of Akraiphia in Boeotia shows. During the 190s BCE, Akraiphia granted numerous advantages to a Roman called Caius Octavius, son of Titus, and his descendants. The decree (still in dialect at that date) stipulated "that they should also have the honors and all of the other privileges enjoyed by the other proxenoi and euergētai of the city of the Akraiphians." 81 Honorific decrees for foreigners, which were issued in the hundreds during the Hellenistic period, undoubtedly offer the best vantage point for observing the bestowal of privileges. These foreigners were generally freemen who belonged to one community but obtained advantages in another city due to their euergetic conduct. It is very rare to find mentions of slaves: the cases of Pergamon and Ephesus related to exceptional circumstances in which the decrees pertained less to the granting of honors than to politography, the large-scale registration of new citizens (and incidentally of paroikoi). I shall leave aside those honors that foreigners shared at least in part with citizens, meaning all the elements that conferred particular visibility to notables within civic space such as the elogium, the crown, the title of euergetēs, 82 the proedria, or the granting of a statue 83 -all potentially accompanied by a proclamation by herald and a transcription engraved on a stele.
It is the privileges specifically obtained by foreigners that interest me: they are formulated in a way that is both highly repetitive and subject to almost infinite variations in order, combination, and modes of application, especially their extension in time and space. This variability causes palpable difficulty for historians, who tend to consider these privileges separately from one another 84 ; when they do form part of more global studies they are (understandably) never listed comprehensively, and rarely appear in the same order or under the same rubrics (are they statutory privileges? ad hoc advantages? marks of distinction? or something else?).
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Yet it is the entirety that they constitute in each decree that is significant. The rhetoric of decrees in fact reveals what, in twisting John Ma's expression, could be called a veritable "grammar of honours," 86 within which these elements form more or less coherent wholes. Here and there, regional habits can be observed: when the honors are grouped around the granting of a proxenia, 87 simultaneously title and function, one can speak of a "proxenia pack,"
88 that honor leading almost automatically to others. One must say "almost," for variations are always possible, just as the list of these philanthrōpa was not limited. Each city could potentially add new elements, but the main ones were as follows: enktēsis gēs kai oikias, or the right to acquire land and a house (sometimes only the right to acquire a house) 89 ; epigamia, or the right to contract a legal marriage and thus to have one's progeny recognized as belonging to the community; ephodos, or access to the city's institutions, especially the Council and the People; ateleia, or exemption from taxes (what these consisted of, or what was exempted, is not always known) 90 ; isoteleia, or fiscal equality with citizens 91 ; epinomia, or grazing rights; asylia for goods, or protection against seizure; the asphaleia, or personal security (the counterpart of asylia for people); eisplous and ekplous, or the right to enter and leave the port; eisagōgē and exagōgē, or the right to import and export; and metousia pantōn, or participation in all that was accessible to native citizens, especially in religious matters-the epigraphic echo of the Aristotelian metechein.
The list is thus both disorderly-because each city had its own syntax-and non-exhaustive. Just one example drawn from the city of Oropos on the border of Attica and Boeotia will underscore the highly particular nature of these series, which must be reinvested, so to speak, with their strangeness. The following decree, dating from 290-260 BCE, granted "standard" honors to an Athenian named Aristeides, son of Mnē sitheos: 93 Its place in these lists of privileges is not always easy to determine because even within the same political regime (in this case democratic) cities clearly did not use the term in the same way. The epigraphic politeia was thus a malleable notion. In some cases, it appears to be "inclusive," in the sense that it encompassed all privileges connected to the status of politēs, particularly the enktēsis; in other cases, it had an intermediary and even eminently restrictive meaning, designating access to political and judicial powers, in other words to the Aristotelian archē and krisis. It then became one privilege among others, neither more nor less remarkable for its beneficiary, as testified by the phraseology of the decrees, which do not distinguish it in 90. On the ateleia, see Aurélie Carrara, "La fiscalité des échanges extérieurs dans le monde grec (Égypte exclue) du VI e siècle à la conquête romaine" (PhD diss. 
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Should it be deduced that, in Olbia, ateleia and other privileges linked to maritime circulation were not part of the politeia and that it is therefore more appropriate to speak of them separately-which would seem to be a genuine aberration, especially for entry and exit from the port? 95 Or, rather, was politeia in this case simply the equivalent of the exercise of "political rights"? If so, can the enktēsis nevertheless be considered as being included in such a politeia? Or was the dissociation between the politeia and its possible content a way of emphasizing certain advantages-in this case, commercial ones-which were the most important for the beneficiaries and which bestowed the most honor on them, thus implying a form of rhetorical redundancy within the decree? One solution, which would help avoid a purely institutionalist interpretation, involves considering the politeia in this instance as including, from a spatial point of view, all of the privileges that could be exercised within the territory of the city, whereas the other philanthrōpa were those that could be exercised from its borders or even outside the city, like the proxenia. In fact, trying to definitively resolve the question is not particularly useful, for it is clear from these numerous examples that the meaning of politeia was neither set nor certain and can only be understood on a case-by-case basis according to each document and, above all, in the context of each document. This makes it all the more necessary to analyze the role of this privilege within a larger whole. Even if the politeia was constructed around the nucleus of political participation (which could prove Aristotle right in his search for a minimalist definition, as long as the part is not taken for the whole), this concept-like so many other ancient political notions-is fundamentally ambivalent.
Finally, how should these "privileges"-these philanthrōpa-be defined and understood? In the first place, they hardly fit into modern categories, especially the traditional classification of "rights" and "duties" under which Finley once suggested listing them. 96 For instance, the isoteleia could well be understood as the simple cancellation of the metoikion tax paid by metics, but in its broadest interpretation it could also include the possibility of paying the eisphora, the exceptional property tax, and the right to serve in the army alongside citizens-a combination that today might seem disadvantageous but which the ancient Greeks saw as a privilege, or timē. 97 The other classification typically applied here, the opposition between the categories of "civil rights" and "political rights," is scarcely more useful. All privileges were intended to be exercised within the city; they were therefore all political, and the decrees do not establish any hierarchy among them. Finally, it is clear that the expression timia kai philanthrōpa is a hendiadys, 98 meaning the syntactic doubling of a single concept, for it would be absurd to think that certain privileges were purely honorific while others were more practical in scope. They were all signs of the city's recognition and all, especially the politeia, 99 needed to be "activated" for their recipient to obtain an actual benefit in terms of participation in the city, which was ultimately what mattered.
Each of these privileges, with the exception of the proxenia, was in fact a fragment of the local politeia, and, taken as a whole, they compose the outlines of a type of citizenship that varied in form according to the city. For their beneficiaries they therefore represented what might be seen as "playing cards" in a deck or bricks in a vast whole constituting maximum participation in the city. They described so many elements that assigned their holder a place, should he decide to use them; they were levers, means of action, and were not distributed randomly, as is now known for the ateleia, which was also intended to serve as an economic advantage. 100 These fragments of citizenship did not, however, allow an individual to change status: an isotēles remained a resident alien even if he no longer paid the metoikion and possibly even benefitted from other, more consequential advantages. These privileges perhaps made him a "quasi-citizen" 101 but they could not make him a citizen, for the statutory gulf remained insurmountable.
